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Capital  Committee,  who  made  the following  recom-
mendations on the subject:

'Where definite pecuniary assistance, such as a bounty, is
granted to any particular undertaking, we consider that dis-
crimination is feasible, and we agree with the Fiscal Commission
and the legislature that no such assistance should be granted
to any company, firm, or person not already engaged in that
industry- in India, unless,

(1)  reasonable facilities are granted for the training of Indians,
and

(2)  in the case of a public company, unless,

(a)  it has been formed and registered under the Indian
Companies Act 1913,

(b)  it has a share capital the amount of which is expressed
in the memorandum of association in rupees,

(c)  such proportion of the directors as Government may
prescribe consists of Indians.5

The above recommendations were sanctioned by the
Government of India and are now in operation. It will
be observed that what the External Capital Committee
had in mind was cases 'where definite pecuniary assistance
such as bounty' is granted. Their recommendations did
not apply to cases where assistance is given in the form of
tariff protection. But during the winter session of 1932,
the Legislative Assembly in dealing with a proposal for
tariff protection to the paper industry succeeded in impos-
ing its view that the same conditions should apply to grants
of tariff protection as to bounties and subsidies, as both
were in effect a kind of financial assistance from the general
public, though in a different form.

Great stress was laid in the debate on the training of
Indian apprentices by European firms applying for tariff
protection. It has always been a grievance of Indians
against British firms doing business in India that they do
not employ Indians in the superior ranks.   The paper